The Outsider Narrator in Eliza
Haywood's Political Novels MARTA KVANDE Eliza Haywood's works have generally been viewed through the lens of amatory fiction. Eighteenth-century critics such as Clara Reeve saw Haywood's career as defined first by her beginning as an amatory writer and second by her apparent reform; and modern critics have tended to follow this division, though they have largely dropped its moralistic component. 1 But this paradigm obscures the significant place that party politics holds in Haywood's work. While recent scholarship has drawn attention to the role of politics in Haywood's writings in the 1730s and 1740s, 2 little serious consideration has been given to her political works of the 1720s. Although critics such as Toni Bowers have recently argued that novels such as Love in Excess do carry political meaning, 3 most discussions of Haywood's novels of the 1720s follow Ros Ballaster in considering them only as amatory fiction; even an avowedly political text such as Memoirs of a Certain Island Adjacent to the Kingdom of Utopia (1725) is dismissed in Ballaster's terms as "social . . . myth" rather than political critique. 4 Yet careful consideration of Haywood's political novels in the political context of the time reveals that they do, in fact, constitute a specific party-political attack on the corruption and vice of those in power. Two main features of these works demonstrate (and indeed constitute) their political assault: first, the presentation of the novels' narrators as political figures, and second, the novels' persistent identification of the private with the political. In all three of Haywood's explicitly party-political fic-
tions-Memoirs of a Certain Island, The Secret History of the Present
Marta Kvande is assistant professor of English at Valdosta State University. This essay is part of a work-in-progress studying the relationship between eighteenth-century women novelists' constructions of narrative authority and contemporary theories of political authority. (1727) , and The Adventures of Eovaai, Princess of Ijaveo: A Pre-Adamitical History (1736)-Haywood's narrators identify themselves as political actors by taking up the position of outsiders whose apparently disinterested position endows them with virtue and makes them uniquely qualified to offer criticisms. The criticisms these narrators offer, in turn, consistently argue that behavior excused by politicians as merely private is, in fact, political behavior that affects the public sphere.
Intrigues of the Court of Caramania
Haywood had strong Tory and Jacobite sympathies, and, like the earlier writers Aphra Behn and Delarivière Manley, drew on the political ideology of the Tory party as material for her fiction. But by the time Haywood began to write prose fiction, the political landscape was quite different from the one occupied by her predecessors. After the Jacobite invasion attempt in 1715, the Tories were excluded more and more from power; although the party never truly gave up hope of a return to governmental positions, 5 it came to depend increasingly on the rhetoric of opposition. From the late 1720s on, Tories began to form a loose coalition-together with a number of disempowered Whigs-in opposition to Robert Walpole and his government of Court Whigs. As Tory ideology and rhetoric adjusted to proscription and opposition, Haywood used the Tory position in a new way to claim a public voice for her narrators. Instead of making her narrators political insiders like the narrators of Behn's and Manley's novels, her narrators identify themselves as political outsiders, those who deserve political power but are excluded from it by corrupt politicians. These narrators use Tory and opposition rhetoric to establish their authority as exemplars of public virtue.
In constructing this particular kind of narrative authority, Haywood claimed a role in public discourse. Though her narrators position themselves as outsiders, they do not seek to place themselves outside the sphere of public and political activity. 6 Rather, they claim that the position of outsider is the only virtuous one and thus the most authoritative stance from which to comment on public issues. This stance is most obvious in Haywood's overtly political novels because she aligns herself with the opposition to Walpole. As the work of J. G. A. Pocock illustrates, opposition discourse found one of its most powerful tropes in the idea that a disinterested civic virtue was necessary to battle the corruption resulting from the intrusion of exchange and trade into politics. 7 Haywood's narrators cast themselves as outsiders in precisely this way: that is, as those who have been thrust out of or denied positions of power but who still claim the right of public, political discourse because of their virtue. The politicized claim to outsider status renders her novels and their narrators emphatically public and rejects Whiggish and Lockean efforts to push Tories and women into a private sphere cordoned off from public influence. 8 Perhaps Haywood's most obvious instance of a narrator using outsider status to construct narrative authority occurs in the political scandal novel Memoirs of a Certain Island, which is narrated for the most part by Cupid. The mode of narration owes an obvious debt to Manley's New Atalantis: here, an unnamed youth fills Astrea's and Virtue's role as the naïve visitor, and Cupid takes the place of Intelligence as the knowledgeable and talkative narrator. Unlike Intelligence, however, Cupid does not base his authority on a claim to a place in a court or political hierarchy. Instead, he positions himself as an outsider, a once-honored god whose worship has been rejected in favor of corrupt and licentious practices. His use of this trope aligns him with the opposition to Walpole and sets up the stories he tells as a series of attacks on the effects of Walpole's government on the moral state of the country. Cupid first appears as a figure "astonishing to humane Eyes" 9 observed by the "Noble Youth" who arrives at the "Island famous for Arts and Sciences" (MCI, p. 1). 10 The stranger is overcome first with the beauty of the landscape of the island and then with Cupid's beauty, but his reactions to each differ slightly. In responding to the landscape, the stranger is excited about how he might get something out of it: "How could I ever wander thro' this enchanting Scene, and still find something new to entertain Reflection!" (MCI, p. 2). No such coherent thought is possible, however, when he sees Cupid. Instead, he is almost "depriv[ed] . . . of his Senses" by "Amazement" and "Terror," and "prostrate[s] himself on the Earth in humble Adoration" (MCI, p. 3). This difference in his reactions points to an important issue in the politics of the time: the distinction between self-interest and civic virtue. The stranger's first reaction is one of self-interest; he focuses on how he might enjoy the scene. His second reaction, however, is quite the opposite: he is so overcome with awe that he is unable to think of himself. Cupid thus immediately functions to turn the traveler away from corrupt self-interest and toward the recognition of proper authority.
As the audience for the stories Cupid tells, the stranger thus serves, in part, as a figure for an ideal reader who accepts the authority of the novel's narrator. For in reacting thus to Cupid, the stranger demonstrates Cupid's authority as the correct standard of merit and virtue. Significantly, Haywood does not place her narrator within an established hierarchy. Rather, in keeping with the contemporary Tory situation, Haywood explicitly locates her standard of excellence outside that hierarchy. Cupid explains that although he is the rightful "Patron" of this island, the people of the island "no longer vouchsafe to own" him (MCI, p. 4) and have even destroyed his temples; they worship instead a "Demon [who] has usurped my Name!-my Face!-my Voice!" (MCI, p. 4). Furthermore, Cupid has been rendered completely powerless by this usurpation; he explains that "there is an over-ruling,-an Almighty Fate, which prevents even the Immortals themselves from giving unask'd Assistance" (MCI, p. 4). Since no one worships him any longer, he cannot intervene. Such a stance is precisely congruent with the political stance of the opposition. Like the writers and politicians who opposed the Court Whigs, Cupid sets up a dichotomy in which power is held by the corrupt and the virtuous are excluded. And Cupid certainly emphasizes his virtue, saying that while he is "accompany'd with Innocence, Virtue, Constancy" (MCI, pp. [4] [5] , his evil twin is accompanied by "Shame, Disgrace, Remorse, and late Repentance and Despair" (MCI, p. 5)-among other evils. This opposition of powerless virtue and powerful corruption is exactly the dynamic that the political opposition of the 1720s and 1730s saw at work in the government of England: the opposition constantly criticized the Walpole government for its corruption and presented themselves as models of the virtue necessary for good government. By using this rhetoric to frame the novel, Cupid makes his narrative a political denunciation of Walpole's administration as corrupt and, literally, demoralizing.
The Memoirs' focus on personal (and especially sexual) relations has been used to claim that the novel is not political, but when we recognize that the very idea that "personal morality [is] private rather than public" belongs to the ideology of the Court Whigs, we can see that to treat these novels as apolitical is, in fact, to subscribe to the very political viewpoint Haywood is attacking. 11 Ballaster argues that the fact that Haywood's targets in the Memoirs are "not leading politicians but court figures and private individuals" 12 is a sign that she had no real political interests. Yet to say this is to miss the acute political observation contained in the idea of singling out apparent nonentities for criticism. One major aspect of the corruption the opposition saw at the heart of Walpole's government was its practice of giving low-level members of Parliament paying offices, thus creating an embryonic bureaucracy. By attacking these lesser-known figures, Haywood is actually attacking what the opposition saw as one of the Walpole administration's most corrupt features. Her choice of targets is a sign both of her awareness of this emerging bureaucracy and of a sense that bureaucracy itself was inherently corrupt and a threat to the notion of a disinterested politics.
Furthermore, the novel itself announces its political intent by focusing on the South Sea Company and the evils it causes. Because it was a private company which had assumed a large portion of the government debt, the South Sea Company presented a perfect symbol for the intersection of private interest with the public good-and an ideal way for the opposition to attack the corruption brought on by an exclusive concern for private interests. In the novel, the South Sea Company appears as the Enchanted Well, an ordinary spring discovered by "Lucitario, a famous Necromancer" (MCI, p. 7) and "made [to] appear to the Eye like liquid Gold, flowing in Tides of Wealth to the Receiver's hand" (MCI, pp. 7-8). By this means, Lucitario tricks the islanders into making offerings of money in the hopes of getting rich; in reality, of course, only Lucitario and his cronies profit, and the island is in a state of near chaos. The Enchanted Well, like the South Sea Company, is a public "Place of Worship" (MCI, p. 7), but Lucitario uses it for his own private gain. For that matter, those who are fooled by the Well are also interested solely in what they hope to get out of it. Focus on personal gain alone destroys the possibility of public benefit.
After the opening scene and the introduction of the Well, Memoirs of a Certain Island recounts multiple tales of sexual misconduct, with the implication that, because the private sphere cannot be separated from the public sphere, these stories have something significant to say about political conduct. This implication is present partly because of the nature of the text as a "secret history"-that is, the major characters are intended to stand for real people, often political figures-and partly because of the way the stories are told. Cupid's narrative method is essentially to select someone from the crowd around the Well and tell his or her storywhich usually involves sexual deception or depravity. Each story thus begins with the Well, which then lurks in the background throughout. Furthermore, the unrestrained self-interest and desire that Haywood shows to be at work in the sexual intrigues of the islanders is analogous to the self-interest that produced the Enchanted Well. Cupid's description of the worship of the false Cupid could equally well be applied to the islanders' reckless investment in the Well: "A blind Gratification of unlicens'd Wishes is all they aim at,-they endeavour not to merit, but obtain; and their Designs once compassed, regard not by what means: but soon, tho' too late to repair it, they will perceive their Error" (MCI, p. 5). In both sex and investment, the islanders seek only to get what they want without earning it. That Haywood intends this double application is suggested by the fact that Cupid links the impostor Cupid to "Pecunia, [who] drives from their perverted Souls all Sentiments of Honour, Virtue, Truth or Gratitude" (MCI, p. 5). Pecunia also appears as one of the "two stately Figures" (MCI, p. 6) symbolically guarding the Well. Her designation as "Goddess of Interest" (MCI, p. 6) carries a double meaning; she represents interest in the financial sense of a return on investment, as her name implies, but also interest in the personal sense of regard for one's own advantage. Thus she personifies the way private misbehavior can have public repercussions. Sexual crimes, in this setting, are tied to political and financial crimes because all are motivated by narrow self-interest-that is, by the desire to benefit oneself at the expense of others.
One of the earliest stories in the book provides an excellent example of that interrelation. Though the tale begins with the title "The History of Graciana" (MCI, p. 14), it is really the history of Romanus, a politician and seducer. Romanus at first wishes to marry Graciana for political reasons; her father, "a leading Man in the Senate, was one of those whose Interest he [Romanus] sollicited for Promotion" (MCI, p. 14). Cupid describes Romanus as "self-interested, ambitious, mercenary, and ungrateful," full of "Avarice and Pride" (MCI, p. 15). Given this characterization, the reader can hardly be surprised that when Graciana's father dies and her guardian loses her fortune by investing in the Well, Romanus loses interest in marrying her. Instead of simply breaking off the engagement, however, he resorts to a scheme that casts all the blame on her: after seducing her, he tricks her into addressing letters to him under a different name, then produces the letters and claims she has been having an affair with another man. By controlling Graciana's public image, he is also able to keep his own image unsullied and prevent his political interests from being damaged by her angry relatives. This ability to manipulate appearances so that his public face conceals his private motives helps to explain why "he never had an opinion of the Well" (MCI, p. 15) and is not taken in by it: his own activities parallel Lucitario's. Both create deceptive public representations that help them achieve their private ends.
The narrator keeps this idea in the foreground by frequently describing Romanus as motivated by interest-which, as we have seen, features prominently in the sexual, financial, and political arenas and links them all together. In the course of narrating Romanus's next affair, Cupid comments that "whether it proceeded from Interest or Inclination is uncertain; for the latter has ever been so much govern'd by the former, that it is to be question'd, if ever he thought it worth his while to pursue the one without some View of the other" (MCI, pp. [19] [20] . That is, Cupid claims that Romanus's desire for advancement is so strong that he would not even do something he liked unless it could lead to some advantage to him. This remark makes it impossible to see Romanus as simply a rake. Rather, the trail of abandoned women he leaves behind is the sign of his political duplicity; his betrayal of these women is a political betrayal as much as a sexual one. As in the affair with Graciana, Romanus's real goal in this second affair is political advancement. When the lady in question proves either unable or unwilling to get him "a Title, or a Place at Court" (MCI, p. 20), he quickly moves on to a more likely prospect. Fittingly, the injured parties in both this affair and his next take revenge through politics, preventing Romanus's advancement in various ways.
Even in Romanus's fourth affair, to which no apparent political motive is attached, Cupid manages to draw attention to the public repercussions of Romanus's behavior. Cupid introduces this part of the story by saying that Romanus sometimes "appears as tender, as melting, as assiduous, as if he were form'd for soft Desires alone, and Love were the only Business of his Life" (MCI, p. 23). Given the narrator's previous statements about the primacy of Romanus's self-interest, we must read these appearances as false. Sure enough, we are soon reminded that he has the "distructive Art to appear what he pleas'd, and knew how to disguise the Truth so well, that by the most penetrating Eye he might be taken for what he seem'd" (MCI, p. 23). This assessment not only reiterates the judgment that Romanus is evil but also links his deceptive nature back to Lucitario's Enchanted Well, which similarly uses "pernicious Art" (MCI, p. 7) to impose on the unsuspecting. Romanus first isolates his victim Miranda by convincing her that she cannot trust any of her friends and relatives, then seduces and abandons her. In the aftermath, Miranda falls prey to a number of "self-interested Advisers" (MCI, p. 32) who steal her money by claiming to invest it in the Well. Even though Romanus himself does not steal money from her, his treatment of her enables that theft; indeed, the thieves are simply replicating his actions in taking advantage of her isolation, misrepresenting themselves, and using her for their own interests. His behavior in this case cannot be separated from his behavior in his other affairs. In each of Romanus's affairs, Cupid narrates the story so as to highlight the political nature of his conduct. Interest-in this novel, the root of corruption in every arena-is always what guides him. Throughout the novel, Cupid's commentary provides the framework that guides the reader's assessment of the characters-and, as in this instance, that assessment is generally established on political grounds. Awareness of the novel's narrative frame, then, is a crucial part of what makes the novel political.
In Haywood's other political novel of the 1720s, The Secret History of the Present Intrigues of the Court of Caramania, the narrative frame takes a slightly different form. Although the narrator of this work, like Cupid, addresses an audience, comments on characters' motivations, and seeks to create sympathy in the audience, this narrator does not have a name and is not identified as any specific person; the novel does not provide anything like the story of Cupid's overthrow to situate the narrator. But the absence of such a frame does not make the narrator any less a political outsider commenting on the corruption of those in power. Instead, the narrator's commentary on events and her addresses to the reader set her apart from the characters she describes and thus constitute her as an outsider. 13 The novel opens with a comment on Theodore's motives for marrying Hyanthe.
14 The narrator points out that even "those . . . who made it most their business to pry into the Intrigues of State, could with all their search be able to ascribe no other Reason for it, than that which it had the appearance of." 15 That is, she specifically says that political insiders are unable to fathom Theodore's motives. When she goes on to announce that she can explain his "real Inducements" (CC, p. 3), she sets herself apart from such insiders. The insiders-members of the court and those close to Theodore-can see only the public reasons because of their closeness to the king. This selective blindness is related to the political beliefs of the Court Whigs, who are again Haywood's targets. Because the Court Whigs in Theodore's circle deny the connection between private and public behavior, the public appearance of behavior is all they can see. And it is in their interest to see only this appearance, since it is the image Theodore wishes to project. By reading his marriage as "proof of Love to his Country" (CC, p. 2), insiders avoid any dangerous criticism that might alienate them from their ruler.
The narrator, by contrast, demonstrates her outsider status by pointing out the rather dubious motives behind Theodore's apparently self-sacrificing marriage. When she explains that he married Hyanthe not to free his country from a burdensome tribute payment but to continue his affair with Ismonde, one of Hyanthe's favorites, she makes clear that she is not an insider bound to the king by interest. Rather, she is a disinterested observer whose ability to see Theodore's secret motives comes both from her disinterestedness and from the patriarchalist sense of the connection between public and private. Because she is disinterested-that is, as an outsider, she has nothing to lose-she can look beyond the appearances that deceive others. Because she represents patriarchalist and Tory beliefs, she can recognize the possibility that actions in the political sphere are related to actions in private. Her critique is both based on this principle and enabled by it; the ideas that make her a political outsider also equip her to identify the corruption at work in political life. By exposing Theodore's real (and rather questionable) reasons for marrying, she calls attention to the dark underside of politics in which self-interest rules and the public good is only an afterthought-thus effectively making the Tory case against the Court Whigs.
Furthermore, the narrator's address to the reader at this point includes the reader in her wisdom. She assumes that the reader "cannot but imagine there was some other and more powerful motive for this Prince's Behaviour . . . than was publickly known" (CC, p. 3). Making this assumption-and announcing it-naturally nudges the reader to fulfill it; after all, no one would want to be less astute than the narrator expects here. This nudging is part of the education the reader is supposed to get from the book. Throughout the novel, the narrator guides the reader into seeing connections between public and private actions and, more pointedly, into using those connections as a way to evaluate political behavior. After a lengthy description of the sequence of events leading to Theodore's marriage, the narrator concludes: "Thus did this Prince purchase the Good-will of his Subjects, and the Admiration of the whole World, by the same means which secured to himself the Enjoyment of his Wishes, and at his return receiv'd the Thanks of an adoring People for an imaginary Obligation; being look'd on as the Father of his Country, for an Action only influenced by Self-satisfaction, and in which he had no other View than such as were very distant from deserving the Trophies erected to it" (CC, p. 31). This moralizing comment offers a number of grounds on which the reader may judge Theodore. First, by using the word "purchase," the narrator suggests that Theodore's marriage is on some level equivalent to the kind of bribery and corruption that the opposition saw as rampant in Walpole's government. Theodore is buying off his subjects just as Walpole was buying off members of Parliament with paying offices. Second, the narrator repeats in several places the idea that the marriage was merely for his own private "Wishes" or "Selfsatisfaction"-and couples with that the idea that such selfinterested motives are not "deserving" of praise. Finally, she makes two references to an older, more patriarchal ideal of kingship and finds Theodore wanting on its terms. Mentioning an "Obligation" calls up the ideal of a king who both confers obligations on his subjects and who, in turn, can be obliged by them. Describing this obligation as imaginary, of course, highlights the fact that this king is not serving his subjects. And the narrator also points out that Theodore is not behaving like a "Father of his Country"-an obvious reference to the patriarchal ideal. Rather than taking fatherly care of his country, rather than uniting his interest with his country's, Theodore has separated his private desires from his public obligations and satisfies his desires almost in spite of their political effects. The narrator's judgments here push the reader into taking the same view-and by doing so, they push the reader toward the same outsider position that the narrator herself occupies.
The Court of Caramania is thus a more political text than critics have acknowledged it to be. Ballaster's suggestion, that because the novel's targets are "court figures" the novel is not a true political attack, ignores the fact that those court figures are powerful political actors. As we have already seen, the central characters are meant to represent the king of England, his queen, and his mistress. The fact that those around Theodore in the court are nobles should not blind modern eyes to their political activity. In several instances, the narrator draws attention to the political repercussions of Theodore's machinations. When, for example, Theodore is displeased with his favorite, Marmillio, it encourages the development of factions at court: "those very People who had most appear'd [Marmillio's] Enemies" (CC, p. 63) immediately move in to curry favor with the king. Later, when Theodore banishes Marmillio, it "occasion'd much Speculation among the Courtiers" (CC, p. 133) about the cause. In both cases, the king's attitude toward one courtier leads to political maneuvering for power by other courtiers. And the narrator continually draws attention to the havoc wreaked by Theodore's refusal to curb his sexual intrigues.
Similarly, Margaret Rose, the critic who has taken Haywood's political aims most seriously, considers The Court of Caramania a "political allegory . . . in which [Haywood] discusses the age-old question of reconciling passionate love with power and politics." 16 Such an interpretation, though, is quite close to Ballaster's dismissal of Haywood as creating only social myths rather than mounting political critiques. It focuses on the significance of love in the book and argues that the novel seeks to find a place for love in politics, thus downplaying the significance of actual party politics and eliding the seriousness of the charges the novel makes against those in power. By focusing on the private lives of those at the center of the nation's political life, The Court of Caramania seeks to show that those politicians have no interests but their own at heart. Furthermore, by working to re-establish the relationship between private vices and public vices, the novel attempts to show that Court Whig politicians are unfit to govern the country. And this critique is facilitated in large part by the narrator's position as an outsider; it is that status as one outside the corruptions and machinations of the court that authorizes the narrator's commentary on the Court Whigs.
Many critics categorize The Adventures of Eovaai as quite different from Haywood's political novels of the 1720s, arguing that Eovaai is more political. 17 But Eovaai in fact employs the same kind of outsider narrator as those earlier works-a kind of narrator, as we have seen, that Haywood consistently uses to present partisan political commentary. To construct this outsider narrator, Haywood invents a complex history for the text. It purports to be a history of events occurring sometime before Adam, composed not too long after the events themselves. This history was, in turn, translated into Chinese by a "Cabal" (AE, 51) of philosophers commissioned by a benevolent monarch to preserve ancient histories. Finally, this Chinese translation has itself been translated into English by "the Translator" (as he signs himself in the dedication [AE, p. 47]), the "Son of a MANDARIN, residing in London" (as the title page describes him [AE, p. 41])-and it is this translator who presents the work to its eighteenth-century readers. Such a convoluted provenance recalls the similar claims made by writers such as Manley and Behn. For those earlier writers, the claim to be merely a translator overtly served to deflect charges of libel by pretending that the text could not be about contemporary England, but it also implicitly worked to identify the text as political satire, to point out that it did refer to English targets. Haywood's use of this device follows in this tradition, using the idea of foreignness as a marker of political commentary.
But Haywood also uses this trope to mark a particular kind of political critique, as she did in her earlier works. In his preface, the Translator introduces both himself and his book as foreigners whose reception by the English is uncertain. The preface begins with a kind of apology for its serious nature: the Translator explains that, "since my Residence . Thus, in the first sentence, he not only identifies himself as foreign but also emphasizes the difference between his practice and the general practice of the English: rather than just filling up pages, he intends to mount a serious defense of his work. His comment about observation seems to place him further outside the English norm, since it suggests that he merely observes instead of taking part in the practices he observes. And the reason he feels the need to offer a defense is that he expects his book to meet with objections. In all these ways, then, the Translator immediately presents himself as an outsider who does not expect to be accepted and valued. But it is, as usual, precisely this outsider status that gives his report authority. As a foreigner, he can claim to observe English practices disinterestedly, and he explicitly asks the reader to try to adopt this position as well, stating that "the Reader . . . who wou'd be either instructed or diverted by this Book, must divest himself of the Prejudice of Education" (AE, p. 48). This directive ostensibly refers to the fact that the book claims to date from a time before Adam that exists in the Chinese version of history but not in the English (Protestant) worldview. But given the political context implied by the book's claim of foreignness, it also suggests that the reader's political views may be challenged as well. The Translator's preface thus establishes Eovaai's political position.
The textual position of the preface also helps to construct the Translator as an outsider. That is, while it introduces and frames the novel, it is literally outside the novel proper. The Translator is an outsider partly because he purports to stand apart from the novel he translates. Like a typical Haywood narrator, though, the Translator comments vigorously on the events in the novel from his outsider position-by using footnotes to provide, as Earla A. Wilputte recognizes, "a literal subtext." 18 The medium of the footnotes keeps the Translator at the bottom of the page while still allowing for pointed critique. For example, when the text mentions that Ochihatou (who represents Walpole) kept a standing army, the Translator inserts a footnote explaining that "This shews that a Standing Army was the Refuge of evil Ministers some thousands of Years before Adam" (AE, p. 65 n. 4). By implying a continuity between the events of the novel and the contemporary situation and thus instructing the reader in how to interpret the novel, the footnotes help to supply the political commentary. And because that political commentary appears outside the text, at the bottom of the page, it subtly suggests that the best political critique comes from that outsider position.
The footnotes (like other narrative interjections) also draw attention to the novel's status as a text. Each time readers encounter a note, they are reminded that they are reading a constructed text. Much like Cupid's addresses to the visiting stranger, the footnotes interrupt the story to insert a comment, thus contributing to the sense that this story is being presented to a public audience. This effect is frequently reinforced by the content of the notes. In some cases the notes provide translations of unfamiliar words; when the text gives the name of the king of Ijaveo as Eojaeu, the note translates his name as "Father of the People" (AE, p. 52 n. 2). Sometimes these notes point out indeterminacy; after the text mentions the god Aiou, the note explains that "The Cabal differ'd very much concerning the Signification of this Name, and at length left the Matter undetermined" (AE, p. 55 n. 2). Both kinds of translation notes reinforce the idea that the novel is a mediated text, that it has reached its present audience through several layers of transmission. In other notes, as we have seen, the Translator offers his own observations on the text. Furthermore, he often quotes or refers to numerous other commentators on the novel and points out their differences in interpretation. Sometimes he simply mentions one commentator, such as the "judicious Hahehihotu" (AE, p. 64 n. 4), "Quinpodol, an eminent Writer of our Nation" (AE, p. 113 n. 5), "Cafferero" (AE, p. 115 n. 1) or merely "The Commentator" (AE, p. 83 n. 1). In other notes, the Translator expounds on disagreements between these commentators. As the story draws to a close and Eovaai tells her story to Adelhu, a note explains: "the Commentator imagines Eovaai concealed that Part of her Behaviour with Ochihatou in the Gardens of Hypotofa. This he is blamed for by Hahehihotu; because, says this Philosopher, had she kept it a Secret, how shou'd the Historian come to the Knowledge of it? But I must here be of the Commentator's side" (AE, p. 165 n. 1). This kind of note highlights the problematic nature of textual interpretation; by pointing out the disagreements between the commentators on relatively basic matters, the Translator draws attention to the difficulty of arriving at the correct interpretation. 19 Through his careful presentation, however, he also manages to imply that it may be possible to arrive at this elusive correct interpretation. He concludes this particular note by taking a position himself. And because he can look over the other commentators' views and decide among them, he is in a fairly authoritative position. As translator, he claims disinterestedness and so can seem impartial as he chooses the best interpretation.
The political ramifications of this become apparent when the Translator comments on the biases of other commentators. For instance, while Eovaai is in the republic of Oozoff, she wishes that one of the "Heads of the Common-wealth" were "dignified with the Name of King" (AE, p. 110). A footnote to the word king explains that "The Commentator, who I shrewdly suspect to have been a Republican in his Principles, lays hold on this Passage, to lash . . . that Veneration which weak Minds, as he calls them, pay to Kings merely as Kings" (AE, p. 110 n. 1). At such moments the Translator is pointing out the ways in which these other writers are politically interested in what goes on in the novel. By noting the Commentator's Whiggish position-and by ironically calling himself shrewd for noticing that rather obvious partiality-the Translator shows that the Commentator has something at stake in the interpretation he offers. The Commentator is not simply explicating meaning here but is advancing his republican views; thus, in a sense, he would gain if the reader were convinced by his argument. Furthermore, the Translator himself appears disinterested by contrast because he points out this bias, and this apparent disinterestedness puts him in the political position claimed by the proscripted Tories. His commentary here thus parallels the arguments of Tories who decried the corruption of Whig placemen voting with Walpole in order to keep their employment. The Translator, like the Tories, seeks to turn his displacement into the virtue of disinterestedness in order to construct an authoritative position.
It seems curious, however, that this novel has both a translator who frames the text politically and an independent narrator who employs narrative techniques that call attention to the text's artificiality and instructs readers in how to judge and sympathize with characters. When Ochihatou recaptures Eovaai from Oozoff, the narrator pauses to comment: "'Twould be more the Business of a Paraphrase than a History, to go about to relate the various Emotions which rose in the Mind of Eovaai at this sudden Turn of Fate; nor is it at all necessary for the better understanding her Adventures, since any one who remembers she was now happily restored to Virtue, will naturally infer, they must be all made up of Shame, Fear, Detestation, and the most shocking Apprehensions" (AE, pp. 121-2). By discussing what kind of narration is appropriate for the genre of this text, the narrator reminds readers that the story is constructed according to particular conventions and even elaborates on those conventions: a character of the virtuous type must feel certain emotions in this situation. Moreover, responsibility for filling in those emotions is placed squarely with the reader; as a virtuous character, Eovaai is eligible for sympathy, and the narrator instructs readers on how to empathize with her. Since the narrators of the earlier political novels combine these techniques with political commentary, the apparent separation of the two in this novel seems problematic.
It appears less strange, however, when we notice that the Translator also points out the narrator's political bias. When Eovaai seems convinced by the arguments of the Republican in Oozoff, the Translator's note explains that "By this we may imagine, that the Historian himself was a Favourer of the Republican System of Government" (AE, p. 118 n. 2). That is, he claims that the narrator has shaped the story to support his republican views. The separation of Haywood's usual narrative functions results from the presence of two sets of political beliefs in the text. As Wilputte notes, "each view offers an intelligent opinion" 20 about the relative merits of monarchy and republicanism. The narrator presents the Whiggish Republican's arguments as reasonable and persuasive; the Translator subtly makes the Tory outsider authoritative. Yet this presentation of both Whig and Tory ideas is itself puzzling, since Haywood does not elsewhere seem to present Whiggish ideas positively.
The solution to this puzzle lies in the particular situation at the time Eovaai was published in 1736. The opposition coalition was at its strongest in the years 1730-35, in part because the Excise Bill helped to unify the coalition's two parts; 21 in these years both Patriot Whigs and Tories would have grown more accustomed to making some accommodation in spite of their differences. But by 1736 the coalition had begun to break down. 22 The dual political perspective presented in the novel thus reflects a concession to the Patriot Whig party; because the nature of the opposition required cooperation, Haywood allowed a place in her text for the Whig voice. But she allotted the most authoritative position to the Tory perspective. Even though the Republican persuades Eovaai, Wilputte shows that "the footnotes suggest that the Republican ideology precipitates dissent." 23 And as we have seen, the Translator is the only voice permitted to pronounce final judgment on all the other voices in the text-including the Historian as well as the various commentators. Thus the complex narrative structure of the novel is a response to the specific political situation of the time that presents the Tory outsider position as the most authoritative. 24 Haywood's Translator models the kind of political assessment the novel seeks to inculcate in its readers: the recognition of the kind of bias and corruption that signal self-interest, itself the sign for Haywood of political bad faith.
These novels show that Haywood was highly sensitive to the political contexts of her time and that her narrators are deeply involved both in party politics and in efforts to shape social norms. I would further argue that these outsider narrators are a feature not only of Haywood's political novels but also of all her novels. Though space does not permit me to develop the argument fully here, I contend that at every stage of her career, Haywood deployed this outsider narrator as part of her claim to a place in the public sphere. Paula Backscheider, noting that Haywood does not "eliminate sexual scenes in her . . . late fiction to the extent that some critics have claimed" and that there is "a remarkable consistency in [Haywood's] stated 'morals' and the plots and themes that dramatize them," points toward the need to develop a new, more unified understanding of Haywood's career. 25 By examining the kinds of narrators Haywood constructs, we can identify continuities and show the connections between her amatory, political, and domestic fictions: the outsider narrators can thus be a means of seeing Haywood's career as a whole, rather than fragmented into phases. Such readings can help not only to break down the categories that have been applied to Haywood but also to broaden our understanding of the possibilities available to women writers in the eighteenth century.
